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“The 104th Congress, 2nd Session began ullth electlon year issues, such 
as the Defend America Act Both the Congress and the President set 
then- pnontles early and often, but neither was posltloned to comprormse 
until the final days of the leglslatlve session In the end, all leglslatlon 
centered around the election and, m many respects, gndlock prevaled “’ 

Unofficml DOD Summary of the FY97 Legslatlve Process 

Introduction 

With President Reagan’s Strategic Defense Inltlatlve,2 the Republicans and Democrats 

drew battle lines over a National M&e Defense (NMD) system to protect the K’mted States 

from long-range baihstlc rmsslles The debate has since contmued through changes of 

Adrmmstratlon and control of Congress makmg IVXD “one of the most visible and controversial 

programs m DOD hstory “’ Lfter wmnmg control of the Congress m the 1994 elections, the 

Republicans continued ths hghly pohtlcal “tug of war” with the President and then Democrat 

colleagues over NMD program fiindmg and structure 

This essay describes and evaluates the processes Repubhcan Members of Congress used to 

alter the President’s NMD program m the FY97 Authonzatlon and -4ppropnatlons Bills Ths 

paper first compares the Republican and President’s plans and provides a prelude to frame the 

FY97 KMD debate Next, this essay characterizes the formal and mformal pohtlcal processes key 

’ Summary of the FY 97 LegslauJe Process,” November 1996, Internal DOD document recewed from a semor 
Department of Defense acqmsmon official (confidential source), 5 

’ S even A H&lreth, 
b 

National Msnle Defense The Current Debate (Congresnonal Research Sex-we Report 
9641 ).’ (Washmgton Library of Congress, 7 June 1996) 1 Since the advent of intercommental balhstlc 
nussiles over 30 years ago the debate has raged 01 er the best US defense President Reagan s Strategx Defense 
Imbatn e only focused the issue bJ pursumg a hghl) technolog dependent ‘global defense shield ” 

3 BMD [Balhst.~ tisale Defense] Program Background Kstory and Pohtxal Enwonment,” 1996, recewed 
from a semor Department of Defense acqmsmon official (confidential source), 1 
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Republican Members of Congress used to present their views Lastly, It evaluates the 

effectiveness of their efforts In the end, although the KMD program received substantially more 

FY97 funding, the Republicans fell short of thar intended goal to accelerate the President’s KMD 

Program and mandate an Imtlal Operational Capability of 2003 

Hntomal Background 

The key differences between the Repubhcan and ,4drmmstratlon XMD plans can be 

summarized m three points -- the tlrmng of the emerging rmssde threat, the readiness of the 

technology, and the relevance of the ABM Treaty Contrary to what they saw as a pohtlclzed 

Natlonal Intelligence Estimate @-IE) clamxng othenqlse, the Republicans beheve a lmxted, 

accidental, or unauthorized balhstlc m&e attack 1s our nation’s most serious secunty threat and 

1s possible today The Admlmstratlon stands by the JJE that states, “no country, other than the 

declared nuclear powers, wdl [obtain] a balhstlc rmssde m the next 15 years” to threaten 

Sorth Amenca ’ The Repubhcans believe the technology emsts today for sensors to cue 

interceptors to protect all fifty states from a smgle natlonal site m accordance with the ABM 

Treaty In contrast, the Adrmmstratlon beheves It 1s more prudent, m hght of the threat beyond 

the planmng honzon, to mature the technology’ whle pursuing a strategy that would not kIlolate 

or threaten the ABM Treaty This “Diplomacy - Deterrence - Defense”6 strate,oy calls for 

’ Da\?d J Omas. Emergmg Msale Threats to North Amenca Durmg the Next 15 Years,” November 1995, 
a\ alable from http //ww fas orglsppkam ars/offdocs/me95 19 htm, Internet, accessed 10 December 1996, 1 

j John F Hams Chnton Warns GOP on Msnle Defense, ’ H’&zngton Post 23 May 1996, Al 

6 Lester L LJles Lt Gen “Role of X&ale Defense m U S National Secmq Stratea ,” 13 November 1996, 1 
Unpublished paper, presented at a Synposmm on Strategy, Force Structure, and Defense Planmng for the 2 1st 
Century, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy. Cambndge MA, awaltmg pubhcatlon 
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reducing the threat through treaties, agreements, and weapon reduction programs, deternng the 

threat mth our strategic nuclear rmsslle forces, and preparmg to defend agamst a fLture threat 

with a viable KMD program 7 In summary, the Republican leadershlp thmks the Adnxmstratlon 

has systematxally dismantled cohesive rmsslle defense programs that were technologxally ready 

to meet today’s threat, and relied instead on obsolete “Cold War” ABM and START treaties 

The Repubhcan NMD plan, outlined m the “Defend Amenca Act,” calls for a defensive 

system for all fifty states by 2003 * The President’s KMD “3+3” deployment readiness program 

wdl develop the technolo,T wlthm three years and then make a threat and technology based 

decision on whether to deploy a system m the remammg three years ’ Of particular note IS that m 

-4ugust 1995, the Adrmmstratlon directed semor defense planners to alter the KMD program from 

then- pretlous technology readiness program, with no associated deployment plan, to its current 

“3-3” option,” unvelled m the FY97 Preadent’s Budget on March 5, 1996 ‘I Clearly, the 

executive branch took thxs action specifically to ward off Republican crltlclsm l2 -4ccordmg to a 

’ P ul G Kammsla, 
ll 

Statement on Balhsuc Xfisslle Defense before the Senate Comnuttee on Armed Senlces ” 
6 Marc 1996 axulable from http //acq osd nuYousda/tesumomes/bmd txt. Internet accessed 13 No\ ember 1996, 
1-2 

* - BMD Program Background ’ 5 

’ Department of Defense, Balhac hfisslle Defense Orgamzauon, * Xauonal tisslle Defense Program (BMDO 
Fact Sheet 96-005),” -March 1996, avalable from http //wow acq osd nul/bmdolbmdohWpdf/96005 pdf Internet, 
accessed 3 December 1996, 3 

lo Department of Defense. Balhsuc Msale Defense Orgamzauon Nauonal Mssile Defense Program 
EL olution (BMDO Fact Sheet 96-022),” August 1996, a\ alable from http //wvv. acq osd nulibmdo/bmdolmk/pd 
96022 pdf, Internet accessed 3 December 1996, 1 

” 1FY 97 LegslaUve Process, . 1 

” Confidenual source. semor UnderSecre~ of Defense (Acqmslfion and Technology; staff officer, interwe\% 
by author 22 Sovember 1996, transcribed from notes, Washmgton Thx was not a unammous declslon m the 
DOD The Senxes felt the addmonal emphasis nould take precious resources from their . pet” programs E\ en 
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senror officer on the White House staff, this “vague undefined NMD program” was part of a 

“defensive plan” to give the President maximum flexlblhty on this potential election Issue l3 

Prelude to the Struggle 

The context for the FY97 T\MD debate also has two recent hstoncal departure points -- the 

Republican ‘Contract with America” mandate and the contentious FY96 NMD leglslatlon In 

addition, the backdrop of the 1996 Presidential electlons finther colors the dlscusslon 

On September 27, 1994, more than 150 current Republican Members of the House and over 

200 candidates gathered on the Capitol steps to unveil then- “Contract mth Amenca ” As part of 

thx contract, the Repubhcans proposed mtroducmg The Satlonal Security Restoration Act to 

provide “the essential parts of our national secunty fimdmg to strengthen our national defense “” 

Consequently, when the Republicans won maJorlty control of Congress, rmssde defense programs 

became a cornerstone of the Republican defense agenda 

Followmg thar “Contract with Amerxa” agenda, m the FY96 Defense -4uthomatlon and 

L4ppropnatlons Bills, the Republicans attempted to change dramatically the President’s NMD 

- Program In addition to a $375M Approprlatlons B111’S add above the President’s Budget NMD 

request, the Republicans directly attacked hs JXD pohcy m the FY96 Defense Authonzatlon 

the Joint StaiT~xaas dnlded due to the threat assessment Adnural axens. Vice Chamnan Jomt Chefs of Staff 
reportedly characterized the NMD program as ‘too much money down a rat hole ” 

I3 Confidential source semor Late House staff officer, mtenle\l by author 29 November 1996, transcribed 
from notes, Washmgton Because of the hnuted number of nuhtaq officers supportmg the White House I 1% as 
asked b the source not to cite the specific office he supports 

” - Repubhcan Contract wth Amenca,“ 27 September 1991. alalable from http //www house gox/contract 
html Internet. accessed 3 December 1996.2 

” Department of Defense Balhsuc Ii&&e Defense Orgamzauon Ballzstzc Xlzsszle Defense E-96 Fundzng and 
Language Track January 1996, n FY96 DOD Appropnauons Conference Report S 1124 H Rept 10-t-1.50, PL 
10&106,701-709 
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Bill Specifically, they mserted language dlrectmg the Secretary of Defense to “develop an 

affordable and operatlonally effective national rmsslle defense system, whch ~11 attam Imtlal 

operatlonal capablhty (IOC) by the end of 2003 “M However, President Chnton vetoed ths bdl 

due to the required fielding date provlslon, based on lack of a threat, immature technology, and 

ABM Treaty restrlctlons l7 With the upcommg Presldentlal elections, the Republican Congress 

agreed to drop this contentious issue Entermg the FY97 NMD resources and pohcy debate, the 

revised Republican strategy would try to counter the Adrmmstratlon’s objections, whde making 

NMD a key campaign issue for Presidential candidate Senator Bob Dole (R-KS) ‘* 

Repubhcan Game Plan 

Almost lmmedlately after the veto of the FY96 Defense Authonzatlon B111, the Republican 

Congl ess under the leadership of Senator Trent Lott (R-MS) and Representative Sewt Gmgnch 

(R-GA) outlined a strategy to raise NMD as their major FY97 defense issue for the election The 

Repubhcans hoped to score an early election blow agamst the Adrmmstratlon by changmg the 

NMD program structure with the FY97 Defense Bills Their overall thrust was to “build 

consensus among the cltlzenry”lg and to portray the Adnxmstratlon as weak on XMD after 

vetoing the FY96 Defense -4uthonzatlon Bill According to Oleszek, m our era of split party 

l6 Ihid _ 215a FY96 DOD Authonzatlon Conference Report S 1121, H Rept 10140, PL 101-106 729 

” Pat Toxxell, Au&Usslle Defense Mandate Dropped m B;o\\ to Clmton,” Congresszonal Quarterly, 20 
Januaq 1996, 154 

’ * Republican National Comnuttee, 1996 Republican Platform ” Ma) 1996 ax&able from http //wwu fas orgl 
spp/stamars/elect96/ pIat_96-r/ htm, Internet, accessed 3 December 1996 set 11 

I9 Walter J Oleszek, The Se\% Era of Congressional Polq -Malung.” m Thurber s Rzvais for Power 
PreszdFntzal-Congresszonal Relatzons (Washmgton Congressional Quarterl) Press, 1996) 61 



control of the Congress and the White House, public oplmon IS cruaal for “purposeful action” on 

any major issue Specifically on the NMD issue, the Republicans would cast Senator Dole as an 

Injured wamor who wanted to defend America, versus President Clinton, the draft dodger who 

favored arms control with potent& enemies 2o The strategy required the intense support of 

Members of Congress characterized m three broad, overlappmg categones -- “true believers,” 

who fidly embraced the ldeolo,T of a strong rmsslle defense, constltuent/mdustry servers, who 

wished to gam populanty m their home states and districts, and lastly, partisans, who strongly 

supported the Republican leader&p ideals 

In the formal leglslatlve process, the centerpiece of the Repubhcan game plan was the 

Defenp Amenca Act, introduced m the House by Representative Bob Llvmgston (R-LA) and m 

the Senate by Senator Bob Dole (R-KS) ” Thus legslatlve lmtlatrve essentially repeated the 

FY96 N_MD language vetoed by the President, calling for an XMD system by 2003 AddItIonally, 

the act addressed the ABM Treaty question by urging the President to reach an agreement with 

Russia to amend the treaty or exercise our withdrawal option 22 

To complement the act, Representative Gmgnch chose Representative Curt Weldon (R- 

PA), a “true believer” and Chauman of the Xatlonal Secmty Subcomrmttee on Miltary Research 

and Development, to lead the NMD fight Representative Weldon had already proved hmself a 

” cZonfidenual source. semor Department of Defense acqmnuon official, mterwen by author. 10 December 
1996, transcribed from notes Washmgton 

Anal5 SIS of the Defend Amenca Act of 1996,” March 1996, a\ alable from http /l~wt fas orgkppl 
stanws/anal~ s&act96 htm. Internet, accessed 13 Sokember 1996, 1-2 

” fildreth. 3 



powefil bipartisan coahtlon builder with hs defense of the V-22 program 23 As he had done 

with the V-22, Representative Weldon used a nxxture of formal and informal processes Fu-st, to 

counter the Adrmmstratlon’s 1995 NE, technology, and ABM Treaty assumptions, he set up 

subcomrmttee hearmgs that he used as a “bully pulplt” to energize member and media attention 24 

HE attack on the Adrmmstratlon’s “pohtlazed” NIE was so succes&l it resulted m language m 

the FY97 Defense Authorlzatlon callmg for an independent review 25 In addition, to counter the 

Adrmmstratlon’s technology readmess and AE3M Treaty claims, Representative Weldon called 

DOD offlclals to his subcomrmttee to present plans for treaty compliant “emergency response” 

systems that could be fielded usmg today’s technology 26 Outside the formal legslatlve 

processes, Congressman Weldon gave speeches and wrote national magazine artlcles,27 and 

formed a cltlzen’s group to draw public attention to the NMD issue 28 He also started a House 

Mlsslle Defense Caucus to co-opt moderate Democrats to the NMD cause, persuadmg Members 

to take program office bnefings and view technology demonstrations 2g As he had done urlth the 

13 James Knfield Going Balhsuc,” :Yatzonal Journal 15 June 1996, 1320 

” Pat Toxsell, GOP, Democrats Cross %ords Over Anti-Mxslle SJstems.“ Congresszonal Quarterly, 2 March 
1996,562 

“j Department of Defense, Balhsuc Msale Defense OrgamzaUon Ballzstzc Mzsszle Defense E-97 Fundzng and 
Language Track, October 1996 76 FY97 DOD AuthonzaUon Conference Report H R 3230, H Rept 101-721, PL 
101-201 300 Subsequently, m December 1996 the rmlew found the XIE wasn‘t pohtx~zed but instead had used 
some fa P- w assumpuons about balhsuc rmsslle dehvery systems Walter Pmcus ‘ Panel Intelhgence Estnnate 
Wasn’t Skewed.’ Washzngton Post, 5 December 1996, Al2 

36 Secretary of the Ax Force/Office of Legslatn e Llason, Congressional Hearmg Resume SaUonal M%sile 
Defense Near Term Options ’ 1s June 1996, l-3 The pnmaq opuons considered nere reuse of Ax Force 
Minuteman nusslles or a motied Anq system as interceptors 

” Curt Weldon Congressman (R-P-4) Why We Must Act at Once,” Orbzs, Wmter 1996 63-69 

” Confdenual source semor Department of Defense acqmsmon officlal 

” Ibld 
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V-22, Congressman Weldon also tned to form an Industry interest group, but ths faltered smce 

the YMD system was still an undefined concept with no specific product j” Senators Trent Lott 

(R-MS), Bob Srmth (R-PIH), Ted Stevens (R-AK), Jon Kyl (R-AZ), Thad Co&ran (R-MS), and 

John Warner (R-VA) led the KMD Senate debate, pnmarlly usmg floor speeches and comrmttee 

mfluence to appeal to their colleagues’ constltuent/mdustry needs Not surpnsmgly, m addition to 

bemg ‘true YMD behevers,” each also had a slgmficant state interest m YMD For example, 

M~slsslpp~ and Vrrglma are ship-bulldmg states, with contractors workmg on Kavy theater level 

BMD systems that will lead to any NMD solution ‘I In their floor speeches, they attacked the 

Adrmrflstratlon’s slant toward arms control instead of NMD 32 Slrmlarly, to use partisan mfluence 

upon Repubhcan deficit-hawk freshmen, Senator Kyl and Representative Gmgnch held numerous 

party caucus meetings to sway their oplmon toward NMD 33 Finally, Senator Dole took the lead 

m pub lc forums, at every turn decrymg President Chnton’s weak NMD approach 34 i Clearly, the 

Republicans had devoted and orgamzed many resources on the NMD issue to ensure its success 

3o Confident& source, semor Ax Force acqmsmon official mtenlew b) author, 11 December 1996, 
transcribed from notes, Washmgton 

31 Confidential source, semor Department of Defense acqmsmon official L&ewse, Senators Kyl and Snuth 
ha\ e large radar contractors that ~111 also play greatly m any NYD program Senator Ste\ ens nanted to cult11 ate 
interest m a dual use space launch facrllo m Alaska 

3’ BMD Pro,= Background,” 3 

33 Jack Anderson and Mxhael Bmstem, *‘GOP Freshmen’s Anu-msslle Sticker Shock,” 3 ashzngton Post, 3 
June 1996, Bll 

34 Pat Tow ell “Ant&llsnle Bill Sidetracked by I%gh Cost Esumate.” Congresszonal Quarter&, 25 Ma) 1996, 
1470 
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Process Effectsveness 

Although the game plan was organized, the Repubhcans mexphcably failed to antlclpate two 

crucial aspects of the pohtlcal process -- program cost and lack of public interest On the eve of 

the House debate on the Defend America Act, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) released 

then- estimate of the proposed leglslatlon Usmg a liberal interpretation of Y.. system 

requirements, CBO estimated the leglslatlon may cost “nearly $lOB over the next five years, or 

about S7B more than programmed r’35 Even worse, the long term system costs through 2010 

were estimated at $31 - S60B 36 The House neker debated the Defend America -4ct According 

to Kn-kpatnck, “someone was asleep at the surltch [and] should have been workmg closely 

\lth Ci30 “” A confidential source stated, “staff members for Senators Carl Levm (D-MI) and 

Dale Bumpers (D-AR) worked with CBO on this system estimate “38 Over the cost issue, the 

compamon Senate Act also quickly died without resolution after bemg debated on the floor 3g 

Secondly, the KMD issue falled to resonate with the American public whch slgmficantly 

reduced the Repubhcans’ ablhty to make substantial changes m the program structure Numerous 

polls throughout 1996 showed the pubhc not Interested m defense Issues For example, 

“DefeAse” did not make it m the list of “Top 8” matters voters considered important Kot 

3’ Congressional Budget Office, - Budge- Imphcatlons of H R 3 144 The Defend Amenca Act of 1996 *’ 
May 19196. avalable from http //wv~~ fas org/spp/stanvars/congress/l996_r/cbo1505a htm, Internet, accessed 17 
No\ ember 1996, 1 Instead of pncmg a basic SMD system, the CBO ra?ew ed a complex ground and space-based 
layered” s, stem, sigmficantly increasmg the esumate Hkireth, 8 

I6 Ibld 

37 James titfield Amenca’s Not Llstemng * lhtzonal Journal, 13 July 1996 1525-1526 

38 Confidential source semor Department of Defense acqmauon official 

FY 97 LegslaQve Process,” 3 
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surprisingly, budget deficit was number two behind Medlcare/Soclal Security ‘* The consensus of 

the people was clear -- the President’s “3+3” NMD program was adequate, especially when faced 

with the large Republican program cost estimates 

Gwen these circumstances, the Republicans had to retreat to the classic back-room process 

of subcomnuttee bill mark-ups to add an addmonal$325M to the President’s $508M NMD 

request ” Several key mformal constltuentimdustry based “trades” between the Republican 

Congress and the executive branch were required For example, Dr Paul Kammslu, 

Undersecretary of Defense (Acqulsmon and Technology) was forced to negotiate wth Senator 

Stevens (R-AK), Ghan-man, Subcomrmttee on Defense Appropnatlons, on the highly pohtlcal 

issue of lX&lD program office basing 42 Two days prior to the appropnatlons conference report, 

to gam Senator Stevens’ favor on XMD and other DOD programs, Dr Kammslu privately agreed 

to earmark $23M of YMD fimds to %lly explore an &hr Force [Mmuteman Interceptor] 

concept “‘j According to confidential sources, thus translates to a $5M study and an $18M 

nusslle launch test faclhty at Kodiak, Alaska ” 

ao ‘ Voters The Reasons Why AVatzonal Journal 9 November 1996, 2108 

” E-97 Fundzng and Language Truck. October 1996, u FY97 DOD Appropnatlons Conference Report H R 
3610, H Rept 101-863, PL 104-208,122 

” With SMD movmg to a deployment readmess status, the DOD had to designate a program office to 
ox ersee tlus ma..or acqulsltlon The DOD posltlon R as to base the NMD program office m Washington 
For stnctly -‘home &stnct” pohtlcal reasons, keepmg defense and support contractor Jobs. the Alabama 
Congressional deleganon wanted the office 111 HuntslTlle with the Army’s rmsslle command As a result of 
Dr Kammsh’s negotlatlon, the N97 language calls for a cost benefit anal: SE to stud) program office 
basmg Ilxd 83 FY97 DOD Appropnatmns Conference Report H R 3610, H Rept 101863 PL 101-208, 121 

U Confident& source semor Au Force acqulsltion official Thus ‘ qmetlq negotiated undocumented deal” was 
consistently mentIoned by m cry DOD offlcml mtenle\+ed Senator Stevens got his space launch facllmes’ 
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Conclmon 

Although the Republican strategy to change the President’s YMD program plan and use it 

as an election issue faltered, the Republicans were partially successful m makmg slgmficant 

funding changes Despite a structured, well-orgamzed strategy that mcorporated both formal and 

Informal pohtlcal processes and Involved key party leadershp, the Republican efforts were 

underrnmed by failure to control cost estimates and posltlvely affect public oplmon Thus short 

study m the Congressional - Presidential process over a national security issue illustrates the 

extreme care advocates must take to properly frame the debate for the public while alwavs 

antlclpatmg the opposltlon’s arguments 
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